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STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
 
Nature Of The Case 
 
 Marvie J. Tregeagle appeals from the judgment entered upon her conditional 
guilty plea to possession of marijuana (misdemeanor), claiming the district court erred in 
its Opinion on Appeal which affirmed the magistrate court’s denial of her motion to 
suppress.   
 
Statement Of Facts And Course Of Proceedings 
 The following facts are based on the testimony of Ada County Sheriff Deputy 
James Pickard at the suppression motion hearing held on July 20, 2015: 
 On March10, 2015, Deputy Pickard executed a traffic stop of Tregeagle’s vehicle 
at about 1:14 a.m. on a two-lane road.  (7/20/15 Tr., p.3, Ls.4-14.) Before effecting the 
stop, Deputy Pickard pulled directly behind Tregeagle’s vehicle and attempted to read 
the license plate on the vehicle.1  (7/20/15 Tr., p.3, Ls.15-20.)  The deputy was not able 
to read the whole license plate number because two digits were obstructed by a trailer 
ball on the back of the vehicle.  (7/20/15 Tr., p.3, L.18 – p.4, L.1.)  According to the 
deputy, “The recess of the bumper holds the license plate, and then there is a trailer ball 
that was in front of the license plate.”  (7/20/15 Tr., p.4, Ls.1-3.)  Due to safety concerns, 
Deputy Pickard did not make any unusual efforts, while driving, “to try to read the 
license plate notwithstanding the obstruction.”  (7/20/15 Tr., p.4, Ls.4-13.)  The deputy 
testified that he drove a safe distance from Tregeagle’s vehicle as they were in a 35-
                                            
1  State’s Exhibit 1, a video from the body camera that Deputy Pickard wore on his chest 
as he followed Tregeagle’s vehicle and conducted the traffic stop, was admitted into 
evidence and published to the magistrate court.  (7/20/15 Tr., p.4, L.24 – p.6, L.6.)  
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mile-per-hour zone on a two-lane street, and it would have been unsafe to try to get a 
better angle to view the license plate.  (7/20/15 Tr., p.4, Ls.9-13.) 
 After he stopped Tregeagle’s vehicle, Deputy Pickard walked toward the vehicle 
and could read the entire back license plate number once he got about 10 feet from it.  
(7/20/15 Tr., p.12, Ls.3-11; p.13, Ls.8-16.)  As the magistrate court further explained: 
Dep. Pickard testified that the license plate itself had no foreign matter 
attached to it, and that it was properly affixed to the bumper.  [7/20/15 Tr., 
p.4, Ls.14-19; p.12, Ls.7-18.]  His sole reason for making the traffic stop 
was that the trailer hitch obstructed his full view of the license plate.  
[7/20/15 Tr., p.14, Ls.2-5.]  After the traffic stop was made, a controlled 
substance was later found. 
 
(R., pp.36, 80.)   Deputy Pickard further testified that he has seen bicycle racks that 
obstruct rear license plates, but he does not “pull over every vehicle in which [he] 
cannot read the entire rear license plate.”  (7/20/15 Tr., p.14, Ls.6-11.)   
 As a result of contraband found during the traffic stop, the state issued Tregeagle 
a misdemeanor citation for possession of a controlled substance (marijuana).  (R., p.5.)  
Tregeagle filed a Motion to Suppress, seeking to suppress the evidence seized as a 
result of the traffic stop.  (R., pp.17-18.)   After a suppression hearing (see generally 
7/20/15 Tr.), the magistrate court denied Tregeagle's motion to suppress the evidence 
seized as a result of the traffic stop, ruling that “the traffic stop in this case was justified 
based on a violation of Idaho Code Section 49-428(2)”2 (R., p.41).  Pursuant to a 
                                            
2  Idaho Code Section 49-428(2) reads in relevant part: 
 
 Every license plate shall at all times be securely fastened to the 
vehicle to which it is assigned to prevent the plate from swinging, be at a 
height not less than twelve (12) inches from the ground, measuring from 
the bottom of the plate, be in a place and position to be clearly visible, 
and shall be maintained free from foreign materials and in a condition to 
be clearly legible, . . . .   
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Stipulation to Enter Guilty Plea with the state (R., p.43), Tregeagle pleaded guilty to the 
possession charge, preserving her right to appeal the magistrate court’s adverse ruling 
on her motion to suppress.  The magistrate court sentenced Tregeagle to 90 days jail 
(all suspended), placed her on probation for one year, and ordered her to pay a fine, 
court costs, and perform 100 hours of community service.  (R., p.45.)  Tregeagle 
appealed to the district court (R., pp.48-50), which affirmed the magistrate court’s 
decision (R., pp.79-87).  Tregeagle timely appealed.  (R., pp.88-89.)     
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ISSUE 
 
 Tregeagle states the issue on appeal as: 
 
Did the district court err in affirming the magistrate’s finding that the 
traffic stop was justified based on a violation of Idaho Code Section 49-
428(2) where the vehicle’s rear license plate was in a position to be 
clearly visible and in a condition to be clearly legible? 
 
(Appellant’s Brief, p.1.)   
 
 The state rephrases the issue on appeal as: 
 
 Has Tregeagle failed to establish error in the denial of her suppression motion? 
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ARGUMENT 
 
 
Tregeagle Has Failed To Establish Error In The Denial Of Her Suppression Motion 
 
 
A. Introduction 
 
 The district court affirmed the magistrate court’s denial of Tregeagle’s motion to 
suppress on the basis that Deputy Pickard was justified under I.C. § 49-428(2) to 
conduct a traffic stop on her vehicle because the rear license plate digits were partially 
obstructed from the deputy’s view as he followed her in his patrol car.  (R., pp.79-87.)  
On appeal, Tregeagle contends the district court erred by affirming the denial of her 
suppression motion, arguing that I.C. § 49-428(2) “only requires that the plate be in a 
position to be clearly visible – it does not require every digit to be legible from every 
angle from which it can possibly be viewed. Moreover, a simple trailer ball hitch cannot 
create a reasonable suspicion of criminal activity because ‘obstructed’ rear license 
plates are so common in Idaho.”  (Appellant’s Brief, p.5.)  Tregeagle’s arguments fail.  
 
B.  Standard Of Review 
 
On review of a decision rendered by a district court in its intermediate appellate 
capacity, the reviewing court “directly review[s] the district court’s decision.”  State v. 
DeWitt, 145 Idaho 709, 711, 184 P.3d 215, 217 (Ct. App. 2008) (citing Losser v. 
Bradstreet, 145 Idaho 670, 183 P.3d 758 (2008)).  The appellate court “examine[s] the 
magistrate record to determine whether there is substantial and competent evidence to 
support the magistrate’s findings of fact and whether the magistrate’s conclusions of law 
follow from those findings.”  Id.  “If those findings are so supported and the conclusions 
follow therefrom and if the district court affirmed the magistrate’s decision, [the appellate 
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court] affirm[s] the district court’s decision as a matter of procedure.”  Id. (citing Losser, 
145 Idaho 670, 183 P.3d 758; Nicholls v. Blaser, 102 Idaho 559, 633 P.2d 1137 (1981)). 
The standard of review of a suppression motion is bifurcated.  When a decision 
on a motion to suppress is challenged, the appellate court accepts the trial court’s 
findings of fact that are supported by substantial evidence, but freely reviews the 
application of constitutional principles to those facts.  State v. Klingler, 143 Idaho 494, 
496, 148 P.3d 1240, 1242 (2006).  The power to assess the credibility of witnesses, 
resolve factual conflicts, weigh evidence, and draw factual inferences is vested in the 
trial court.  State v. Valdez-Molina, 127 Idaho 102, 106, 897 P.2d 993, 997 (1995); State 
v. Fleenor, 133 Idaho 552, 555, 989 P.2d 784, 787 (Ct. App. 1999). 
 
C. Tregeagle Has Failed To Demonstrate That The District Court Erred In Affirming 
The Magistrate Court’s Order Denying Her Suppression Motion  
 
 In its “Opinion on Appeal” (R., pp.79-87), the district court correctly applied the 
legal standards and properly affirmed the magistrate court’s order denying Tregeagle’s 
motion to suppress.  The state adopts, fully incorporates, and relies upon the decision of 
the district court, attached as Appendix A, for its reasoning and analysis on appeal.   
  
CONCLUSION 
 The state respectfully requests this Court affirm the district court’s Opinion on 
Appeal affirming the magistrate court’s denial of Tregeagle’s motion to suppress. 
 DATED this 11th day of October, 2016. 
 
 
            
      _/s/ John C. McKinney______ 
      JOHN C. McKINNEY 
      Deputy Attorney General 
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